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SOCIAL SECURITY

The Senate resumed consideration of the bill (H. R. 7260)
to provide for the general welfare by establishing a system of
Federal old-age benefits, and by enabling the several States
to make more adequate provision for aged persons, dependent
and crippled children, maternal and child welfare, public
health, and the administration of their unemployment com-
pensation laws; to establish a Social Security Board; to
raise revenue; and for other purposes.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask permission to send to the
desk an amendment to the pending measure, which I shall
call up today or tomorrow. I ask that it may be printed and
lie on the table.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendr.ent will be received,
printed, and lie on the table.

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. President, I desire to discuss for a
little while certain portions of the pending measure. I desire
to cover briefly those provisions which relate to the granting
of aid to States. Then I desire to call attention to the dis-
criminations in the bill in favor of the old as against the
young, the possible effect of such discriminations, the possi-
bility of maintaining the huge reserve provided for, the cost
of the plan under title II, and, lastly and very briefly, to
title IIT relating to unemployment insurance,

I think the social security bill presented to the Senate by
the committee is a very great improvement over the o
bill, known as “ S, 1130.”

In my judgment, this bill is the most important bill that
has been presented to this session of Congress. It maps out
for the country an entirely new program. It is new in three
particulars,

First, it is new In the assistance granted to States for old-
age assistance, for aid to dependent children, for aid in
maternal and child welfare, and for public-health work.

The Federal Government has for many years been making
grants to States for the building of highways. There have




1935 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 9419

been other appropriations made of comparatively small
amounts for other purposes, but the large item has been for
the purpose of building roads.

We are now entering into a field which heretofore has been
wholly a State responsibility. Effort has been made hereto-
fore to have the Congress give some aid to the States to take
care of their needy aged people. Many bills have been pre-
sented to the Congress having this as their purpose, but the
Congress has never acted favorably upon them.

This bill comes to us not only as a recommendation of the
President of the United States, but comes at a time when the
recollection and distress of the depression is fresh in our
minds and the existence of such distress is still in our very
midst. More than that, it comes at a time when the indi-
vidual States are laboring under a strained financial condi-
tion, with many of them believing that they cannot take care
of their own. This feeling upon the part of the State au-
thorities undoubtedly is partially due to the precedent of the
Federal Government in furnishing huge sums of money to
take care of the needy in the States. That it was necessary
for the Federal Government to do something along this line
{s admitted by all; the question which has caused much
debate in and out of Congress is the plan and method
employed in giving such aid.

The conditions which I have recited and the precedent
we have established make it exceedingly difficult to oppose
this part of the pending bill. I have, after much considera-
tion, reached the conclusion that it is necessary to support
these grants to the States for the purposes set out in the
bill. In doing so I do not overlook the great dangers which
such action on our part at this or any other time will bring
to the principles upon which our Government was founded.
When the Federal Government adopts as a permanent
policy a plan to contribute from the Federal Treasury any
substantial sum for the care of the needy people of the
States it immediately begins breaking down the independ-
ence of the States by making them more responsible to a
centralized government.

I do not protest, for a protest would be of no avail. I
yield, as every elective legislator must yield under our form
of government, to what I believe to be the demand of the
great majority of the people of every State.

I should not be so much disturbed in consenting to the
grants set up in the bill for the purpose mentioned if I knew
that the precedent thereby fixed by the Congress would not
be enlarged upon by the Congresses that are to follow. I
know, however, that this is only the beginning; and I know
that the same public sentiment which supports this much
of the program will continue until the amounts which are
to be granted by the Federal Government will be increased
and the scope of the relief greatly enlarged. This demand
will continue from time to time until it will become such a
burden upon the American people that the increasing or
izcl:lreasing of the amount will become a serious political

e.

The only hope left, iIn my judgment, is that the Congress
shall confine itself always to doing for a State and for the
Deople of the State only so much as that State does for
itself and its own people. In other words, the only safety
Wwe have in this new program is through making certain
that the State does its full share. If we stick to that
Principle, we may save ourselves from some of the serious
consequences that otherwise will come out of this plan.

Of course, Mr. President, there is nothing in this plan
that is o complicated as to prevent it from being easily
gb&ndoped if and when the country so recovers from the

€Pression that such contributions on the part of the Fed-
;ral Government are found to be unnecessary. In other
0rds, we may treat this matter at the present time under
Inte blan as an emergency, which may or may not develop
of tl? bermanent policy, all of which, including the amount
exi 1€ appropriation, would depend upon the conditions
mhng from year to year.

I say with perfect frankness that I have but little hope
stat the plan would be shandoned for the reasons I have

ted. I merely paint out the ease with which it could be

abandoned, in order that I may compare it with other fea-
tures of the bill which I cannot support.

I have called attention to the fact that there are three
parts of this bill which are entirely new. I have been dis-
cussing only one that is contained in titles I, IV, V, and VI,
and another title relating to the blind.

FEDERAL OLD-AGE BENEFITS

Title IT, found on page 7, refers to Federal old-age benefits,
and is perhaps the most complicated and far-reaching legis-
lation in which the Congress has ever indulged. It is an
effort to write into law a forced annuity system for a certain
class of persons. My recollection is that it affects about 50
percent of the persons who are gainfully employed. There
will be found on page 9 of the majority report a table which
shows that in 10 years there will be accumulated in this
reserve fund a little less than $10,000,000,000, in 18 years &
little more than $22,000,000,000, and in 43 years the balance
in reserve will be something like $47,000,000,000. The ac-
cumulation of this amount of money in a democratic form
of government like our own is unthinkable,

It must be remembered that this effort to create an old-
age reserve account to take care of all persons in the future
is not a contract that can be enforced by anybody. What we
do here is merely to pass an act of the Congress, which may
be changed by any Congress in the future, and has in it noth-
ing upon which American citizens can depend. Does any-
body believe that such a huge sum of money, accumulated
for any purpose, could be preserved intact? Does anybody
doubt that it would be subjected to all kinds of demands? I
can think of nothing so dangerous as an accumulation of
the huge sum of $47,000,000,000 for the purpose of taking
care of persons who have not yet arrived at the age where
they can participate in the fund

It must be borne in mind in this connection that this huge
fund will have been accumulated for the purpose of taking
care of only about one-half of the persons who will have been
gainfully employed.

There will be found in the majority report, on page 9, this
very significant statement:

To reduce the cost of free pensions for these groups 1n the popu-

lation, we deemed {t desirable that the bill should include provi-
sions for annuity bonds ta be issued by the Treasury.

I think this statement is somewhat misleading. The refer-
ence is made to title XI, which provides that the Federal
Government may issue annuity bonds. The statement is
made in the report that it is believed that such authority
to issue annuity bonds will reduce the cost of free pensions
for the persons who are not included in the other plan.
There can be no hope, in my judgment, of this accomplishing
any such purpose.

I may say in that connection that, so far as I know,
there is no particular advantage in annuities of this kind
over annuities of the kind which have been issued by in-
surance companies in the past. and are being issued today.

It it be true that the annuity plan suggested In the bill
will take care of one-half of the people who are not now
being taken care of, it seems to me we might very well
apply it to the entire class that is to be taken care of.

DISCRIMINATIONS

Now, Mr. President, in some detail and perhaps with some
tediousness I shall point out some of the discriminations in
the bill, and I do it for more than one reason. I do it not
only for the purpose of showing the unfairness of the bill
itself but for the purpose of calling to the attention of the
Senate what some future Congress will need when faced
with the discriminations which will be practiced under the
bill.

I think it desirable to point out the many discriminations.
They are against the young man and in favor of the older
man. In my comparisons, unless otherwise stated, I shall
assume that the wage received is $100 per month in each
instance, and that the employee makes full time,

Under the plan as set out in the bill at the bottom of
page 9, if a man begins to pay in January 1, 1937, and
pays in for 5 years, he will have paid on an-earned income
of $6,000. In order to find out how much he gets each
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mor:ith we take one-half of 1 percent of the first $3,000,
which makes $15 per month, and we take one-twelfth of 1
percent of the other $3,000, which makes $2.50 per month,
or a total of $17.50 per month. If this man is 60 years of
age when he begins to pay in, he may retire at the age of
65 and get $17.50 per month.

There has been contributed for him and by him during
these first 5 years $144, being 2 percent for the first 3 years,
and 3 percent for the next 2 years. If this sum were paid
to an insurance company, it would purchase an annuity of
$1.17 per month.

The mortality table shows that a man 65 years of age is
expected to live for a period of 12 years.

If we should take the $17.50 per month allowed him under
this bill, he would be paid $210 per year, and for a period
of 12 years it would amount to $2,520. If we should place
it upon a sound basis, however, and pay him $1.17 per
month, he would receive $14.04 per year, or a total for the
12 years of $168.48; so that particular person, whether he
be in need or not, would get from some source $2,351.52
more than the money contributed by himself and his em-
ployer would earn.

Take another instance, and assume that the man who
goes in on January 1, 1937, is 55 years of age. It will be
observed in the majority report on page 8 that that man
will be entitled to $22.50 per month. During the 10 years
he will earn $12,000, and there will be paid in by him and
for him $384. That $384 with interest at 3 percent will
purchase an annuity of $3.76 per month. If he lives for 12
years and draws $22.50 per month, or $270 a year, he will
receive $3,240, while if he only drew the amount that the
$384 and interest at 3 percent would provide, namely, $3.76
per month, or $45.12 per year, he wouid draw $541.44, a
difference of $2,698.56 for each particular person in that
class.

But let us take the man who goes in at 50 years of age
and pays in for 15 years. There will be paid in by him and
for him $720, and this sum will purchase an annuity of $7.67
per month, whereas under the plan of the bill he would be
entitled to $15 per month on his first $3,000 of earnings and
$12.50 per month on the balance of his earnings, or a total
of $27.50 per month, or $330 per year; and assuming that he
lived for a period of 12 years he would draw $3,960; while
his annuity of $7.67 per month, or $92.04 per year, for a
period of 12 years would make a total of $1,104.48, which
amount deducted from the $3,960 under the plan leaves
$2,855.52, which must be paid from some other source to
every person in this particular class, regardless of whether
or not he is {n need.

But suppose he goes in at 35 years of age, and payments
are made by him and for him for a period of 30 years. For
the first 15-year period the amount paid in amounts to $720,
but for the next 15-year period the rate is uniform at 6 per-
cent. The additional amount, therefore, paid in that could
be used to purchase an annuity would be $1,080, making a
total of $1,800. Under the plan he gets $42.50 per month, or
$510 per year, and assuming that he lives 12 years, and, of
course, it may be more or less, he would receive a total of
$6,120. The annuity that could be purchased for him with
$1,800 that has been paid in for him and by him would
amount to $25.72 per month, or $308.64 a year, or a total of
$3,702.68. This subtracted from the amount that he would
get under the plan leaves a difference of $2,417.32.

Assuming that the man goes in at the age of 25 years and
pays in for 40 years, there will be paid in by him and for him
$2,520, and this sum will purchase an annuity of $44.10 per
month, or $529.20 a year. Under the plan he would be en-
titled to $51.25 per month, or $615 per year, or a total of
$7,380, if he lived out his expectancy. The annuity that
could be purchased for him would be $529.20 per year, or
$6,350.40, leaving a balance that must be made up from some
source of $1,029.60. It will be observed that even if he goes
in at 25 years of age he still gets an advantage of $1,029.60
if everything happens that is expected to happen.

If a man goes in at the age of 20 years and pays in for
45 years, there will be paid for his account $2,880; and that
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will purchase an annuity of $55.82 a month, or $669.84 per
year, or a total for 12 years of $8,038.08. Under the plan he
would get $53.75 per month, or $645 a year, and for a period
of 12 years would receive $7,740. The persons in this class
would, therefore, get $298.08 less under the plan than they
would have coming to them from the ordinary life-insurance
annuity.

Let us take another illustration, and suppose that a man
does not reach the earning age until 1949; 1949 is the year
in which the full tax becomes effective. He does not begin
to pay in until he is 20 years of age, in 1949, and under the
plan he pays in for 45 years. During that time he will have
earned $54,000, and under the plan will be entitled to $53.75
per month, or $645 a year, and for 12 years will receive a total
of $7,740. There will be paid in for him and by him $3,240,
which will purchase him an annuity of $68.50 per month, or
$822 a year, which over 12 years would make a total in pay-
ment to him of $9,864. Under this plan he gets only $7,740,
and therefore loses $2,124.

As I have said, all of the illustrations I have given have
been based upon a salary of $100 per month. But let me
emphasize that illustration by taking the man who reaches
the earning age in 1949, who earns $250 per month, and
pays under the plan for a period of 45 years. During that
time he will have earned $135,000, and under the plan will
be limited in pension to $85 per month, or $1,020 a year; and
it he lives out his expectancy, he will receive $12,240. There
will be paid in for his account, however, the sum of $8,100,
which, with interest compounded at 3 percent, would pur-
chase him an annuity of $171.25 a month, or $2,055 per
year, which over a 12-year period would give him a total of
$24,660. Under the plan he would get $12,240, so that there
is a difference of $12,420 which the young man, who starts
in in 1949 and pays in for a period of 45 years and earns
during the whole of that time $250 per month, wi'l lose.

PAYMENTS UPON DEATH

Mr. President, let me call attention to another discrimi-
nation, with respect to the payments upon death, which will
be found on page 11 of the bill. Section 203 provides that
for any person dying before the age of 65, his estate shall
be entitled to 3% percent of the total wages paid to him
after December 31, 1936.

If a man, therefore, enters this plan at the age of 60
and earns $1,200 per year for 5 years, he will have earned
a total of $6,000. If he dies just as he reaches the age of
65 his estate will be entitled to have paid to it a lump sum
of $210.

The amount this particular employee has paid in, plus
the accumulated interest at 3 percent, will only amount to
$76.92, making an overpayment to the estate of $133.08.

If he has been in the plan for 15 years, the amount his
estate will receive will be $630, while the amount paid in
by him with accumulated interest will equal only $432.72,
making an overpayment of $197.28.

If he has paid in for a period of 25 years, his estate
will receive $1,050, while the amount he has paid in with
accumulated interest will be only $999.60, making an over-
payment of $50.40. So the only person who is treated with
entire equity is the man who has paid in for 25 years and
dies. His estate gets back just about what it is planned
ought to be gotten back.

If he pays in for 35 years, however, his estate will receive
only $1,470, and the amount he has paid in plus the accumu-
lated interest will amount to $1,761.72, showing a loss to
the estate of $291.72.

I may call attention to the fact that these flgures are
based upon what the employee contributes, and have noth-
ing to do with what the employer contributes.

If he pays in for 45 years and dies just at the age of 65,
his estate will be entitled to $1,890 under the plan, while the
amount he has paid in plus the accumulated interest will
amount to $2,785.92, showing a loss to his estate of $895.92.

The above illustrations are based upon the assumption
thet he began to pay in at the end of 1936, when the rates
would be less than the maximum for the first 12 years.
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If we take the {llustration of a man who starts to pay in
in the year 1949 and pays in for a period of 45 years, we will
find that his estate is entitled to the same $1,890, although
the amount the employee has contributed to the fund with
its accumulated compounded interest would amount to
$3,383.52, showing a loss to his estate of $1,493.52.

1 have called attention to the fact that the youth who
enters this plan in 1949 and pays in for a period of 45 ycars
and retires at the age of 65 and then lives out his expectancy
of 12 years, will receive under the plan only $53.75 per
month, while if the same amount had been paid in on some
annuity plan he would receive $68.50 per month, making a
total loss to him during the 12 years of $2,124.

The same youth is penalized if he should pay in for 45
years and then dies at the age of 65, in that his estate would
receive only $1,890, whereas the amount that he has paid in
with accumulated interest would be $3,383.52, or a difference
of $1,493.52, so that if he lives for 12 years, or until he is 77,
and draws his pension, he has a loss of $2,124, while if he
dies at 65 before beginning to draw his pension his estate is
out $1,493.52.

This discrimination is further emphasized if, instead
of taking a figure of $100 per month as the wage earner’s
pay we take $250 per month. I have shown that in such a
case if the man lived and drew his pension under this plan,
instead of drawing what he would be entitled to under a
regular annuity contract, he would lose $12,420. If the same
$250 per month man, however, pays in for 45 years and dies
just as he reaches the age of 65, his estate would get back
$4,725, while if the same amount of money had been paid
in under an annuity contract, his estate would be entitled
to get back $8,458.50, showing a loss to his estate of $3,733.80.

DISCRIMINATIONS IN AMOUNT OF SALARIES RECEIVED

A like discrimination is made between persons getting low
salaries and persons getting higher salaries. 'The bill favors
the man with low earnings against the man with higher
earnings,

Take the illustration found in the report on page 8. It
will be observed that a man who has paid in for 10 years
on the basis of $50 per month will receive a pension of
$17.50, and that $17.50 to a man who has received a
wage of $100 per month is increased to $22.50, and it in-
creases $5 for every $50 per month increase in pay up to
$250 per month. So that the man who earns $250 per
month or five times as much as the man earning $50 per
month, will receive only a fraction more than twice as much
as the man who receives $50 per month. It must be borne
in mind also that the man who has been receiving five times
&s much salary and who gets only twice as much in the form
of a pension has all of the time been paying five times as
much in taxes.

_Mr. President, I call attention to the discrimination in this
bill not so much for the purpose of emphasizing the argu-
ment which will be made by those who shall participate in
this fund, who pay the taxes, and who are entitled ulti-
mately to some return from it, but I call attention to it for
the purpose of emphasizing that, after all, this is a demo-
cratic form of government and what we do here may be
changed and will be changed upon the demand of people
Who have been discriminated against.

I dv 0t overlook the suggestion made by the distinguished
1S{::ma.bor from Wisconsin [Mr. Lo FoLLerTE] the other day

_Tesponse to g question I asked the chairman of the com-
glllttee, or in response to the suggestion which I made to
y ¢ chairman of the committee as to the discriminations. I

O not overlook the fact that a part of these funds are being
?rai;)d by the employer and that the employee has not con-

uted all the money which I have placed to his account.
to'I;ha.t Is quite true indeed, but it is not an answer at all
ralsehe point which I make and to the questions which I
mon{mme employee under this plan will either weekly,
in Y, or yearly, whatever the plan provides fcr, have
to his Dos§ession some evidence of what has been placed
difr Credit by the Federal Government. It will make no

€rence to him whether or not a part of it has been con-
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tributed by his employer. He will say, and in many in-
stances it will be true, that he did not get enough pay
anyway, and that, therefore, he has gotten no more from
his employer than he was entitled to. However, the young
man who will go under this plan in 1949 and pay in for a
period of 45 years on a salary of $250 per month will find
when he reaches the age of 65 that under this plan he can
draw only $85 per month, while if that same fund had been
placed in the hands of some insurance company or had been
placed in the hands of any person who had invested it at
3-percent interest, and the 3-percent interest had accumu-
lated until he had arrived a the age of 65 years, instead of
getting $85 a month he would get a little more than $172
per month.

When he goes to his Member of Congress and sets forth
those facts and shows how hard he has worked all these
years, and how this money has been accumulated for him,
and shows how in 1935 the Congress, when it enacted this
law, enacted it in this form, btecause it was said Congress
could not afford to do better than that which is now under-
taken to be done, that is, to tax that youth of the future in
order to take care of the older man of today—when he sets
forth those facts, I say that his claim will be so just, his
claim will be so fair, that no Member of Congress will dare
turn him down, and we shall have that question confronting
us, just as we have today such a question confronting us in
the matter of the soldiers’ bonus.

The soldier says, “ We went to the war and we fought for
America; we defended America while other youths at that
time remained home and were earning large sums of money.”
What do we say In reply? We cannot deny what he says.
We cannot deny that he earned much more than he received.
The only reply we can possibly give to him is, “ My dear
fellow, you cannot expect America to pay you for your patri-
otism. It {s impossible. There is not enough mcney in
America to pay it. There is not money enough in the world
to pay the soldiers what they actually earned or what is due
to them, if you put it upon any such basis as that.”

So, becatise we promised him a bonus he comes to the Con-
gress and says, “ We need the money now, and you ought to
pay it in advance.” We cannot say, “ You did not earn it.”
We cannot say, “It is not proper to pay you in advance
because you did not earn that much money.” We have no
defense except to say, “ We have agreed to do a certain thing
for y.u because of our great appreciation of what you did,
and we are going to limit it to that, and that is not yet due ”’;
and upon that ground we defend our position, and that is the
only ground upon which we can defend it.

However, when the young man who will be 20 years of age
in 1949 shall come to the American Congress with a certifi-
cate showing what has been paid in for his account, and he
shall show to the Congress not only that, but will be ableto
say to the Congress, *“ If this money had been invested prop-
erly there would be coming to me now for the balance of my
life $172 a month instead of this paltry sum of $85 a month
which you expect to give me now ”, when the Congress will
have no defense to it at all. We will have no defense at all,
because he will not have gone into this plan voluntarily.
We will have forced him into this plan. We will have forced
him to contribute to the Federal Treasury 3 percent of his
salary and will have forced his employer to do likewise. Per-
haps all he can pay out of his salary is 3 percent; perhaps
that is all he can spare, and perhaps it is all the employer
can do for the employee; but instead of leaving it to him to
make with some organization a binding contract which would
enable him, if he lived to be 65 years of age, to get $172 a
month, and which, more than that, would enable him when
the time o) need came to borrow money, to take part of his
profit, at 60 years of age instead of 65, all under a binding
contract, to which the careful youth and his parents and the
employer had been looking to take care of him in the future,
we force upon him a plan of which he has no notion whether
it will be lived up to or not. He does not know whether it
will last 5 years or 10 years. He does not know whether it
will last until he is 65 years of age. He does not know what
minute Congress is going to cut him off.
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Mr. President, I suggest that that is a serious question,
which we ought to consider before we pass on this difficult
problem to some Congress in the future.

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. HASTINGS. 1 yield.

Mr. KING. 1 ask the Senator a question for information.
In the figures which he has been presenting to us has he
taken into account the fact that the payments which are
made are made both by the employer as well as by the em-
ployee? Assume that there was no payment made by the
employer, but only by the employee, is not the amount which
he would receive under the bill commensurate with the
amount which he would pay? The Senator has been debat-
ing it upon the theory that it is the equivalent of the em-
ployee making both payments, but the master pays part and
the employee pays part. However, it all inures to the em-
ployee’s advantage.

Mr. HASTINGS. Yes.

Mr. KING. Supposing that the Senator should base his
computation upon the proposition that the employee should
be entitled only to the benefits which would come from his
payments, what then would be the result?

Mr. HASTINGS. Of course, all the figures I have men-
tioned as being paid in under regular annuity vould be re-
duced by 50 percent, because the employee pays only half
and the employer pays half. However, I may suggest, Mr.
President, that I think this discrimination shown in the bill
is a serious one. I say in response to the suggestion made
by the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. La FoLLETTE] that it is a
serious discrimination. If we admit, as we must admit, that
the youth of today must be penalized in order to take care
of the older persons of today, and if there be anything in the
suggestion that the youth cannot complain, because his em-
ployer is contributing a portion of the money, then we had
better modify this bill so that there shall not go to the credit
of that youth the amount which the employer pays for him.
In other words, it is provided that a total of 6 percent shall
be paid in when the act shall become fully effective; 3 per-
cent by the employer and 3 percent by the employee. If it
be said that it is necessary to have such discriminations in
order to take care of the aged people of today, then we had
better change this bill so that there shall not go to the
credit of that youth the entire 6 percent. Give him credit
for the 3 percent which he contributes, and give him credit
for 1 percent contributed by his employer, if that is all that
can be done, or give him credit for 2 percent contributed by
his employer, but whatever we do let us not deceive that
youth by making him believe that here is an annuity plan
whereby he is contributing 50 percent and his employer is
contributing 50 percent, and that it gees to his credit, when,
as a matter of fact, part of it is taken from him in order that
we may take care of the older people of today.

I think that one of the finest things that could come to
this country would be a combination annuity plan under
which the employer and the employee would contribute a
like amount in order to take care of the employee in his
old age. But if we do it, we ought to do it upon a straight
and fair basis where every man who is an employee and
pays in and every employer who pays in for him should be
given credit for all the sums of money paid in on the em-
ployee’s account. I think the discriminations here are so
serious that we ought not to pass much of this measure at
this time; I think they are so serious that we might well
afford to give many months study, and, perhaps, years of
study, before we enter into any such plan.

Now, Mr. President, I want to discuss for a few moments
the possibility of creating or maintaining any such reserve
fund as is here contemplated. It must be borne in mind
that in order to create this fund there must be annual ap-
propriations by Congress. It is contemplated that those
annual appropriations shall be the amount of money col-
lected from the employer and the employee; but does any-
one doubt that when the Congress comes to these appro-
priations there would be manipulations so that the fund
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would not be accumulated but would be used for current
expenses of the Government?

Mr. President, we have a fine example of that—very
slight, indeed, because of the amount involved—in the case
of the civil-service retirement fund. I wonder if Senators
realize that, while there is supposed to be something like
a billion dollars accumulated in that fund and that the
actuaries say there ought to be about a billion dollars ac-
cumulated in it, there has been practically nothing accumu-
lated in that fund? I blame no particular person for it; I
know when the Government needs meney for some purpose
the question may readily be asked why should not the Govy-
ernment, when it needs money for other purposes, take out
of its till and put in some other place a certain sum of
money that is necessary for some retirement fund? There
is nothing in the civil-service retirement fund except an
I O U. Of course, the I O U is perfectly good: nobody
questions that; but I call attention to the seriousness of
the situation when it reaches the sum of $47,000,000,000.

May 1 inquire whether it Is recognized to whom this
$47,000,000,000 will go? Who is to be in charge of that
fund? It is estimated that the persons interested in it will
be about 50 percent of the people who are gainfully em-
ployed; so somewhere between 25,000,000 and 30,000,000
voters of this Nation will be entitled to that $47,000,000,000.
In this democratic form of government, does anybody think
that the Congress can resist the demands of those 25,000,000
people with respect to that $47,000,000,000 of money? If we
should ever be fortunate enough to accumulate any such
fund as that, does anyone doubt that there would be pro-
posals in the Congress to loan to the persons interested cer-
tain sums from the amount that has been accumulated?
Does anyone doubt that there would be formed all over this
land organizations that would want the Congress to
give them a part of that $47,000,000,000 before they reached
the age of 65? Think for a moment of what would happen
in this land of ours if 25,000,000 people at the time the de-
pression hit us had in the till somewhere, $47,000,000,000.
Does anyone doubt that such a demand would have been
made upon the Congress as would have destroyed the greater
portion of that fund?

Mr. President, I submit that in a democratic form of gov-
ernment where a fund is created for the benefit of twenty-
five or thirty million people Congress itself would be as help-
less as a child, because the man who should not respond to
the demand of a group of voters such as that would simply
give way to another man who would respond. That has
been common experience in this country, and could be
demonstrated by precedent after precedent,

Mr. President, I do not wish to take a long time discus-
sing this matter, but I should like to bring some of the facts
to the attention of the Senate in order that we may better
realize just what we are getting into. I desire to call atten-
tion to the cost of this plan. ‘There has been placed on
the desk of each Senator, I think, a copy of the “ Data
requested of the Secretary of the Treasury by Senator JESSE
H. MercarP and submitted by the Railroad Retirement
Board on June 4, 1935.” It is my understanding that this
is an official statement of the cost of this proposed plan.

I desire to call attention to certain figures which are
supplied in the tables submitted. It will be observed In
column 7 that without title II—that is, taking the grants
and aids to States on condition that the States will con-
tribute as much as the Federal Government contributes, by
1980, or a period of some 43 years, there will have been
expended $39,059,600,000 during that 43-year period. That
figure has been described by certain Government officials as
being shocking, and it has been stated that we cannot afford
any such scheme as that.

In column 8 is given a figure that shows what 1t will
cost if we adopt title XI. It must be borne in mind in con-
sidering these figures and this estimate that only about
50 percent of the people come under the plan of title I,
leaving the other 50 percent of the people to be taken care
of as they would be taken care of without title II. There
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are two estimates of those figures. To the first there is a
note attached to column 8 which reads as follows:

Basis A: Estimates of the consulting actuaries of the Committee
on Economic Becurity, assuming (1) old-age-benefit plan similar
to that in title II in effect; (2) dependency ratio of 15 percent
1n 1936, increasing to 20 percent in 1937T—

And so {forth. The total under that plan is $26,553,200,000.

So assuming these figures to be correct, we should save
something like twelve and a half billion dollars during the
period of 43 years vy taking title IL
Under basis B, column 9, that figure is cut down to $12,072,-
000,000. Basis B is the estimate of the stafl of the Committee
on Ecopomic Security.

So we have the consulting actuaries showing a figure of
$26,553,200,000, while the staff estimate is $12,072,000,000.

Now, Mr. President, I wish to show in that connection that
if we should adopt this plan that would not be the only cost.
In column 12 will be found the taxes collected for this pur-
pose, showing the figures for the various years. The total
taxes are $78,734,800,000.

1 call attention also to column 14, showing that the neces-
sary interest to keep this fund intact is $31,749,900,000.

So while it is true, if it were paid out of the Federal Treas-
ury without title II under the plan of grants and aid, as is
provided in a part of the pending bill, assuming these figures
to be correct, the total amount recessary to appropriate
would be only a little more than $39,000,000,000; but if we
take the figures of the consulting actuaries of $26,553,000,000,
and add the tax of $78,734,800,000, plus the $31,749,900,000 of
interest, we have & sum it can hardly be conceived the Amer-
jcan people will be able to pay.

It may be said that it is not fair to use the interest item,
but I invite a<tention to the fact that the tax which will have
to be paid by the employer and the employee is money that
is being laid out by them, and therefore, if it were not being
laid out in this direction, it would earn for them at least 3
percent interest; so that if the actual cost to the people of
the United States, to the employers and to the employees of
the Nation, is actually $78,000,000,000, plus the nearly $32,-
000,000,000 of interest, and then we add to that the $26,553,-
000,000, we have a huge sum.

Mr. President, I made some calculations of what the costs
would be. I should like to invite the attention of the Senate
to them. If anyone finds that my figures are incorrect, I
should like to have my attention called to it. I am speaking
only of title II. Nothing I said with respect to expense has
anything to do with title III, which refers to unemployment
Insurance.

Let us take title II alone and assume the figures to b
correct. Let us take column 8 as representing the actu
tXpense to the Federal Government, column 12 as being

the actual amount of money collected, and column 14 thej
actual amount of interest to maintain the fund. It will be!

{gund that in the year 1950 the tax upon every State in
fe Union for that year alone would be 30 times the number
0% people living in each State in the year 1930. That is to

:gi.) If we take the State of Mississippi, which has some-
tle more than $60,000,000 for that one year 1950 alone.

Ileat would be the cost of the 15 years between now and
sary tOID order to obtain accurate figures, it is neces-
in 1930 multiply the number of people living in the State
would by 250. If we take Mississippi as an illustration, it
its mncost the State of Mississippi, assuming that it pays

It share of these expenses, $500,000,000.
fing ::t take the first 44 years, or until 1980, in order to
Period, what ft would cost any particular State for that
in the S"Ee multiply the number of inhabitants now living
as ap ula.te by 1,365. If we take the State of Mississippi
Sippi 20ustratlon and multiply the inhabitants of Missis-
» 2:000,000 in number, by 1,365, we find that it would

at State & tremendous sum of money.

On the other hand, #f we do not take title IL but take | clency b
iy the origin of this surcharge, are they not likely to make

1950&;:ne figures in order to get the amount of costs
» We multiply the number of inhabitants of the State b:

g like 2,000,000 people in it, and assume that that State |
Pays its share, it would cost the people of Mississippi & lit-
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6 as against 30. For the 15 years we multiply by 65 in-
stead of 250. In corder to get the total up to 1930 we multi-
ply by 325 instead of by 1,365.

Mr. President, I cannot conceive of this much money
being paid for any purpose unless it be a tax upon the
consumers of the Nation. As was suggested to me a moment
ago, this is & huge sales tax in most instances. Of course,
that is not true in some instances, because it is not a
direct sales tax, and in a great many instances it will be
impossible to pass it along to the farmer or to the other
classes of persons who are not to be benefited by the bill.
I invite attention to the fact that the farmer who is ex-
empt, the domestic who is exempt from the bill, the other
persons who are exempt; namely, about 50 percent of the
people of the Nation, will pay no tax and will derive no benefit
from the plan, and I ask how anybody expects those people
ultimately to escape & tax which every consumer is bound
to pay under the plan in one form or another?

The PRESIDING OFFICER Mr, Lewis in the chair).
Will the able Senator from Delaware permit the Chair to
inquire what was the source of the figures called actuarial?
Will the Senator state to the Senator from Illinois, who now
occupies the chair, through what source those actuarial
flgures came? What was the source whence the figures
actually emanated?

Mr. HASTINGS. The source was a member of the com-
mittee, as I recollect. The statement is headed, * Data re-
quested of the Secretary of the Treasury by Senator Jesse H.
MEercaLF and submitted by the Railroad Retirement Board
on June 4, 1935.” 1 think it was Mr. Latimer who submitted
the figures. There is no question about the accuracy of the
figures. I think no one will dispute their correctness.

Mr. KING. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Dela-
ware yield to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. HASTINGS. Certainly.

Mr. KING. I may say that Mr. Latimer is recognized as
probably one of the best actuaries in dealing with labor
statistics and annuities in the United States, and is the head
of one of the most important boards of the Government,

Mr. HASTINGS. I thank the Senator from Utah.

Mr. President, Mr. M. A. Linton was one of the consulting

actuaries and is an outstanding actuary of the country. I
desire to quote two or three paragraphs from a speech made
by Mr. Linton before the Academy of Political Science in
Ne ork, in which he said:
e original bill provided, as has already been pointed cut, for
a heavy Federal subsidy running nver one billion a year for 45
years hence. In order to remove this undesirable feature the
Secretary of the Treasury proposed the increased rates of tax em-
bodied in the new bill. The purpose wss to * facilitate the con-
tinued operation of the system on an adequate and sound finan-
cial basis, without imposing heavy burdens upon future genera-
tions.” The schedule accompanying the BSecretary’s proposals
showed that the deficit bad been removed and that by 1980 a
reserve fund of nearly 40 billlons (assuming inclusion of the same
occupation groups as are in the present bill) would have been
created.

Let us examine a little mgre closely into the manner in which
the balance was accomplished. Suppose we should start out on
the assumption that the pensions we are going to pay to those
who are aged 20 or over when the plan starts, will be pald for in
full on an actuarial basis by that same group of individuals
That 13 to say, we shall not attempt to pass on to posterity any
part of the cost of these pensions. The adoption of the plan
would call for a level contribution from the very s.art, probabuy
in excess of 81 percent of pay rolls. The rates of contribution
suggested by the Secretary started at 2 percent and increased to
6 percent in 12 years. In view of the higher figure mentioned
above, how can the proposed scale of contributions produce a
balanced system?

The answer is that after 12 years when the uniform rate will be
6 percent we shall be charging the new workers coming {nto the
system say at sge 20, a rate that is upward of 40 percent greater
! than the true actuarial premium for the benefits they will receive.

When the young men of the future ask why they and their em-
ployers should have to pay £o large a rate, the answer will be that
years before their faithers and grandfathers had made promises to
each other which they did not have the money to carry out in
full. Therefore, they convenlently decided to pass on the defl-
clency by assessing & surcharge sgainst their children and grand-

When the workers of the future come to appreciate

”

full
strenuous efforts to shift it to the general revents fund?

q
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Mr. President, here is a statement that instead of the
amount of 6 percent being all that is required, this actuary—
and he is a prominent man in his profession-says that in
his judgment it would take 8% percent; so, notwithstand-
ing the discriminations, notwithstanding the penalizing of
the youth for the benefit of the older person, we still shall
have not enough tax to take care of this fund.

Mr. President, | do not wish to detain the Senate longer
with this matter. | desire, however, to call attention to the
unemployment-insurance title.

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield be-
fore he leaves the subject he is discussing?

Mr. HASTINGS. 1| yield.

Mr. WAGNER. Unfortunately, | did not hear all of the
Senator's address: but | heard his criticism of what he
termed a discrimination between the younger workers and
the older workers in the disbursement of the old-age fund.
The Senator has stated correctly that the older workers
will receive a larger share in proportion to their contribu-
tions than the younger men. Is it the Senator’s view that
that difference ought to be made up by an appropriation
by the Government?

Mr. HASTINGS. Undoubtedly. Undoubtedly it ought to
be done in some other way than this.

Mr. WAGNER. As the Senator remembers, the original
bill provided that ultimately, when the deficit should arise
because of the higher annuity paid to the older workers,
that deficit should be made up by society itself, through the
Government, making the contribution. | do not know
whether or not the Senator cares to answer the question;
but if that change were made in the bill, would the Senator
support the proposed legislation?

Mr. HASTINGS. | am not prepared to answer that ques-
tion directly; but I will say to the Senator that | have said
that | should be very much interested if we could work out
a plan of a forced annuity, contributed to by the employer
and the employee, whereby the fund would go directly, with
3 percent interest, to that particular person. | should be
very much interested in that sort of a plan,

Mr. WAGNER. It would be difficult to work out such a

plan under a pooling system, but | think the Senator wil|.

recognize the fact that it is not really accurate to say that
the contribution which the younger worker makes to the
fund is used to make up the larger annuity paid to the older
worker. It really comes from the part of the fund which
is contributed by the employer of the younger worker.

Mr. HASTINGS. Yes.

Mr. WAGNER. I will say to the Senator that I am in
sympathy with his criticism, and as | introduced the bill it
provided that society itself should make up that difference.

Mr. HASTINGS. | may say to the Senator, in order to
meet the objection which the Senator has just suggested,
namely, that the employee cannot criticize because part of
this fund will have been contributed by somebody else-that,
as | stated before, that fact will be ignored by him, because
he will say, * In the first place, | never did get enough wages.
I ought to have had more wages in the first place. This
contribution by my employer was made for my benefit, and
| am going to have it.” | think that is so serious a matter
that | should be inclined to give the employee, say, credit for
only 2 percent of what the employer contributed, and use
the other 1 percent to make up for the discriminations
which are contained in the bill, if 1 make myself clear.

Mr. WAGNER. Yes: | understand the Senator.

Mr. HASTINGS. | would have the employer contribute
1 percent for the general fund in order to get rid of that
discrimination. | really think it is a serious matter.

Mr. WAGNER The reason why | am pressing the ques-
tion, of course, is that | wished to ascertain whether the
Senator was simply attempting to find flaws in the proposed
legislation—-

Mr. HASTINGS. Na. ]

Mr. WAGNER. Or whether, if thig correction were made
by restoring the old tax rates, the Senator would support

the legislation.
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Mr. HASTINGS. No, Mr. President. In the committee
the distinguished Senator from Georgia [Mr, Georcel and
many other Senators, largely on the Democratic side, urged
that we should not go into the matter of annuity pensions at
this time, but that we should wait; that we should separate
the subject of annuity pensions from this bill, and take a little
more time to study it, and see if we could not work out a
Blan which would be agreeable to most, if not all, the Mem-

ers of the Congress.

I am not prepared at this time to say that | should vote for
any of these plans, because | have not made up my mind that
the Congress has authority to force upon anybody an an-
nuity system of any kind. As | say, | am in general sym-
pathy with the scheme. | think of all things that can be
done for a young person, the most important is to have him
begin to pay into some kind of a fund that will take care of
him in his old age, but to have the Congress of the United
States force him to make such payments is so entirely new,
and so different from my philosophy of what the Congress has
a right to do, that I am not for the moment prepared to
approve any plan of that character.

Mr. WAGNER. Of course, whether or not we ought to do
that in this comprehensive way is an entirely different ques-
tion. 1 think the Senator will agree, because of our ex-
perience during the past 50 years, that the only way we can
ever give the working people of our country, the wage earners
and others of low income, assurance against destitution in old
age is by some plan which will be of universal application.
The Senator knows we have tried the voluntary idea for half
a century. Yet at this late day, out of all the working people
of the country, there are only 2,000,000 of them who are
under voluntary systems. Certainly we must do something
for the rest of them sooner or later.

Mr. HASTINGS. Is it not more than 2,000,000?

Mr. WAGNER. Two million. outside of the railway em-
ployees-and even they are subjected to the uncertainty that
their voluntary systems will be curtailed without notice.

They have no real, permanent security. Furthermore,
statistics show that only 4 percent of the small group of
-etired workers who have been under voluntary pension sys-
.ems are actually drawing benefits. If we genuinely wish to
nelp provide against destitution in old age, there is no way
to do it except by some plan which will be of universal
application.

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. President, of course, | know how
much interested the Senator from New York has been in
this subject for a long while, and | know how very much
it appeals to the average citizen to advocate some legisla-
tion which will take care of people in their old age.

Mr. President, | shall take only a few moments more. |
merely desired to call attention to the great interest the
people have in unemployment assurance. | think people
generally have reached the conclusion that perhaps we can
make some progress by having some kind of unemplgyment
assurance. It has been insisted that the only way in which
that can be accomplished is by congressional action, and
the scheme and plan contained in title IX is the result of
that suggestion.

I may call attention to the fact that what we are here
endeavoring to do-and | may emphasize that it is different
from what we have a right to do under the Constitution of
the United States--is to say to the people of a State, *“ We
are going to tax the employers of your State at the rate of
3 percent annually. We are going to give them credit for
90 percent of that tax if they can show to the Federal Gov-
ernment that they have paid in under some State law a
sum of money to meet unemployment assurance, and have
spent it under the rules and regulations which have been
approved by the Federal Government. If they do that they
may get credit for 90 percent of the amount they have paid
tor that purpose. Otherwise, we will take the 100 percent
and add it to the funds in the Federal Treasury,

Was any such proposal as that ever made before in any
Congress or to a free people anywhere in a democratic form
of Government such as our own? What have we to do with
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what a State does in the matter of taking care of employee:
{n the State when they are out of work? It is replied thal
vx\;hen the State cannot do it the Federal Government fs
compelled to do it, and that that is the necessary excuse
That is not a sufficient excuse. It is a sufficient excuse for us
to want to do something, but it does not give us the legal
right to force any Such plan as that upon the States of this
nion.

UThe Supreme Court has repeatedly said that Congress
cannot force upon a State by taxation, or by regulating
commerce or what not, something which the Congress thinks
a State ought to do for itself. 1t undoubtedly cannot do it.
gut that is exactly what we are asked to do under this
measure- . .

There iS one reason for it, and it is a very good reason.
Unless we can force this upon all the States by punishing
them upon their failure to adopt the plan by imposing a
tax upon employers within their borders it will be found
that the various industries in one State which provides for
the tax cannot compete with those in some other State
which does not impose the tax, which, by the way. is a
further demonstration that all this tax is passed on to the
consumer. That is a reasonable excuse for this legislation.
But it seems to me that the sooner we realize the limitations
upon Our own power, the sooner we realize that there are
still existing 48 independent States in the Union which have
a right to control their internal affairs, the sooner we will
get away from this kind of legislation and this kind of
trouble for the Congress.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. HASTINGS. 1 yield.

Mr. BORAH. | desire to ask the Senator with regard to
the old-age pensions for those who are now 65 years of
age. As | understand the plan, the Government would
make an allowance of $15 per person to be matched against
$15 by the State.

Mr. HASTINGS. Is the Senator speaking of title Il or
of title 1? There are two titles which relate to old-age
pensions. One is the provision whereby the Federal Gov-
ernment would contribute $15 if the States contributed $15.

Mr. BORAH. That is the one to which | have reference,
that is, in regard to people who are now 65 years of age.

Mr. HASTINGS. Yes.

Mr. BORAH. And who have no opportunity to share in
the contribution which will be made in the future.

Mr. HASTINGS. That is correct.

Mr. BORAH. As | understand it, the Government would
contribute $15, provided the State contributed $15. 7f the
State did not contribute $15, or some amount, then there
would be no contribution at all.

Mr. HASTINGS. That is correct.

Mr. BORAH. In other words, there will be no contribu-
gon except as it depends upon the contribution made by the

tate.

Mr. HASTINGS. That is correct.

Mr. BORAH. And at the utmost, if the State contributes
in ful, the contribution will be only $30 per person.

Mr. HASTINGS. That is correct.

Mr. BORAH. Is the Senator advised as to how many
States are now contributing as much as $15 for old-age pen-
sions, how many States have laws providing for that
amount?

Mr. HASTINGS. | think it is something like 23. The
figure is stated somewhere in the recoo

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, if | may volunteer the
Information, 35 States have enacted old-age-pension laws
under which they contribute toward the support of dependent
old Persons, and different ages are provided—in some States
70 years and in others 65. I think there are but two or three
States which contribute more than $15 a month, and the
majority Of the States now, | think. are contributing less

n §15 a month.

Mr. BORAH. In other words, in that condition of affairs,
there would be no allowzace for old-aged persons in those
States at all?
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Mr. WAGNER. | did not catch the question.

Mr. BORAH. Where a State made no allowance, then the
allowance made by the National Government would not be
available?

Mr. WAGNER. That is correct.

Mr. BORAH. As a practical proposition, then, this meas-
ure does not really make any provision at all for a very large
number of old-aged people.

Mr. WAGNER. Of course, it has always been regarded as
an obligation of the States to take care of the old people in
the States. This is the flrst time it has ever been proposed
that the Federal Government aid the States in taking care
of old people, and to that extent it is a new venture by the
Federal Government.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President. wil the Senator from
Idaho yield?

Mr. BORAH. | yield.

Mr. CONNALLY. I may say to the Senator from Idaho
that the theory is that the other States will come into the
plan when there is a Federal law. Of course, if a State has
no old-age-pension system, the Federal Government cannot
contribute toward maintaining the old people in that State.

Mr. BORAH. | understand that perfectly: nevertheless,
the fact is that no provision is being made for a very large
number of old-aged people as the laws stand in the States
now.

Mr. WAGNER. Perhaps adequate provision is not made.
Thirty-five States are attempting to meet the.r obligations by
taking care of old-aged dependents, some at the age of 65 and
others at the age of 70, but in recent years, because of the de-
pression, the amounts which the States have contributed have
been somewhat reduced. The obligation to take care of the
old people has always been regarded as an obligation of the
States themselves, and the Federal Government. recognizing
that they’have had difficulties in raising the money, due to
the depression, is for the first time in cur history proposing
to match the State contributions toward taking care of old
people. So it is a step forward, and we are hopeful, of course,
as the Senator from Texas has said, that the States which
have not inaugurated systems for taking care of the old will
enact legislation so as to get the benefit of the Federal contri-
bu tion.

If I may, speaking to the Senator in terms of actual
amounts spent, there is now being spent by the States for this
purpose a little less than $40,000,000.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President. will the Senator from
Idaho yield to me?

Mr. BORAH. | yield

Mr. CONNALLY. As an instance, my State has no old-
age-pension system, but I think this year the people are voting
on a constitutional amendment providing for such a system,
and | anticipate that other States will follow through if this
oreasure shall become a law. The Senator from Idaho is cor-
rect in assuming that for the immediate present there will be
s large number of old-aged persons who will not receive any
grant out of the Treasury.

Mr. BORAH. Undoubtedly there are a number of States
which are not prepared financially to take care of old-age
pensions at this time. There are States which the National
Government is assisting in carrying their burdens, with ref-
arence to relief, and so forth

Mr. WAGNER. Yes; they are.

Mr. BORAH. It seems to me we ought to take into consid-
sration the fact that, so far as the people who are now 65
Fears of age are concerned, this measure is not and should
lot be regarded wholly as a pension proposition. These old
pople, at the end of 4 or 5 years of depression. with alt
neans exhausted, are in a condition where they must be
:aken care of. and to make a Federal contribution of $15 a
nonth dependent on whether the States are able to con-
Tribute $15 in addition does not seem to me to be meeting
e situation

There is a question of relief here, as well as the question
¥ pensions, because it is now the efiort of the Government
.0 take these people from the relief rolls. and | am advised
hat hundreds of thousands of them will go back into the
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miscrable poorhouses, county farms, where the living is of
the most meager kind. Does not the Senator from New
York, who has given so much time to this matter, and un-
derstands it so well, think that we ought in this provision of
the bill to take into consideration something other than the
general principles which obtain with reference to security
legislation?

I know perfectly well that there will be hundreds of thou-
sands of old people who will really die of nonnutrition if
more is not done for them than would be done under the
pending measure.

Would it not be practicable to make a better allowance, and
not make the additional allowance dependent wholly upon
State action? Let the State make an allowance equal to, say,
$15 if it can, because most of the States are unable to go
beyond that, and It the National Government make an addi-
tional allowance, which it will take out for a limited number
of years without any other allowance by the State.

Mr. GEORGE. 1 was going to make the suggestion that
at least the Federal Government might take care of that full
pension for a limited period of years, until the States were in
position and had by appropriate legislation been able to set
up the old-age-pension laws, even if for no more than for
2 or 3 years.

Mr. BORAH.
done.

Mr. WAGNER. May I make this suggestion to the Sena-
tor: Thirty-three States have already set up machinery to
take care of their dependent old people. So there are only
15 States that have done nothing.

Mr. BORAH. Fifteen States.

Mr. WAGNER. But the Federal Government is taking
care of those not under State law, for the period of time
which the Senator from Georgia [Mr. Georcel suggests, by
direct relief, and in addition the Federal Government is
now supplementing local efforts by helping a great many of
the old people in all the States. The provisions of this
bill are designed to add to these efforts and also to act as
an incentive to the States to be a little more generous in
the care of their old by matching their efforts dollar for
dollar. This proposal is much more than the Federal Gov-
ernment ever contemplated before the serious depression.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President———

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Bone in the chair).
Does the Senator from Idaho yield to the Senator from
Louisiana?

Mr. BORAH. I yield.

Mr. LONG. I also wish to attract the attention of the
Senator from New York [Mr. WacNer]l. As I understand,
this bill purports to give a pension to those who are on
charity. I have received statistics from the Census Bureau
by which I will show that those who are actually dependent
upon charity will by the provisions of this bill receive out of
the Federal Treasury about 60 cents a month. I have statis-
tics to show that this is not a pension at all. This is not
much more than a paupers’ bill,

Mr. BORAH. May I say to the Senator from New York
that it has been brought to my attention that a number of
these elderly people, 65 years of age, at the end of 4 or 5
years of depression have now been turned back to the coun-
ties and to the States; they have been taken off relief; the
State has been asked to take care of them, and the county
has been asked to take care of them, and the county and the
State are undertaking to take care of them by means of the
poor farm, and so forth. That leads me to believe that the
Natiori! Government ought to do more than to make a
contribution of $15 a month and make thal dependent upon
the proposition of the State also putting up $15, because
there is an element of relief in this matter, aside from the
question of preparing a general scheme of security.

Mr. WAGNER. 1 agree absolutely with the Senator from
Idaho, and the Senator knows that I would be willing to go
as far as anyone in this body. Perhaps whatever criticism
has been directed at me has been due to the fact that I have
been anxious to do too much in that regard.

I think something of that kind ought to be
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Mr. BORAH. I am addressing myself to the Senator for
that reason.

Mr. WAGNER. In the first place, the Senator from Louisi.
ana says that these people are upon charity. But the States
which have passed pension laws and called them pension
laws do not want to regard these old people as being subjects
of charity. Perhaps in a technical sense they are. But they
are citizens of the State who in their days of age have met
with adversity, and the State has assumed the obligation of
taking care of them because of their claim upon the State
to which they have made their great contributions by creat-
ing wealth in their prime.

We do not call this charity in New York, nor do they do so
in any of the other States. We have to rely upon the States
to ascertain who these people are who require aid, and the
33 States which have enacted pension laws have the machin-
ery with which they ascertain this fact. As fast as the States
ascertain that there are more who need this help the Federal
Government will certainly increase its assistance in propor-
tion.

I know of no method by which the Federal Government
can go around the country to ascertain where these people
are. We must rely upon the State machinery.

We are now saying to the States, *“ You have the machinery,
By passing your laws you have said in a definite manner that
you regard it as an obligation to take care of these people
without throwing them into the poorhouse; and insofar as
you assume that obligation, we will give you a dollar for
every dollar that you spend.

I think that is going to be an Incentive throughout the
country to take better care of them. It has been suggested
that some of the States, who now contribute over $15 per
month to the dependent old, will reduce their contributions
to the $15 level that is to be matched by Federal contribu-
tions. I cannot believe that any State will be so ungenerous
as that, and I think that whatever the Federal Government
gives will be added to that which the States are already doing
for their aged people.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, of course the State has the
machinery, and of course the State can ascertain the num-
ber of persons who are entitled to relief, but the State does
not have the money.

Mr. WAGNER. The States have been making contribu-
tions.

Mr. BORAH. We know perfectly well that we are aiding
States to take care of their educational systems, and their
teachers, and everything else; and we know that under those
circumstances they do not have the means to take care of
these old people. These old people are people who have made
those States, In a large measure. Out through the North-
west they are the pioneers, they are the men and women who
built those Commonwealths, and because the State is not able
to take care of them they must now go to a county farm. If
we are going into this thing at all, if the National Govern-
ment is going to take hold of it, let the National Govern-
ment make a provision which will take care of these old
people during this depression, and not be bound by the
theory of a permanent scheme of natiounal security.

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, I may say to the Senator
that, so far as the emergency period is concerned, the Fed-
eral Government has been helping all of the States to take
care of their old people. It will continue to do so. But this
bill provides a permanent plan in addition to what we have
been doing during the emergency period.

I hope that the time will come shortly when we shall give
these old people even more. However, there is nothing in
this bill to prevent the States from taking care of their de-
pendent old persons as well as they can. I have not heard
the complaint from many States that they are not able to
carry the load.

Mr. BORAH. Neither the States nor the National Gov-
ernment is generous when it stops at $30, when both pay to
make up that amount, so far as that is concerned.

Mr. RUSSELL rose.
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Mr. BORAH. Did the Senator from Georgla wish to ask
a question?

Mr. RUSSELL. In line with the suggestion of the Sena-
tor from Idaho that many of the States are unable at this
time to contribute to the old-age-pension fund, I will say
that the State which I have the honor in part to repre-
sent, under its constitution cannot levy taxes for this pur-

se. The purposes for which taxes may be levied in the
State of Georgia are enumerated in the constitution, and
the payment of the old-age pension is not included therein.
It will be necessary to amend the constitution, and that
cannot be done until the next general election, so the people
may pass upon it. But as the Federal Government is now
turning back to the States and the counties all of the un-
employables in the State, the old people who are unable to
work, and the ones most deserving, as indicated by the
Senator from Idaho, the State is absolutely powerless to levy
a tax to raise funds for paying these people any pension
whatever.

Therefore, the people in my State will be taxed in part for
over something like 2 years to provide these funds for old-
age pensions, and until the State constitution is amended
cannot secure a single cent from the Federal Treasury to
supplement the State funds, for the State funds cannot be
provided.

I have prepared an amendment which I propose to offer at
the proper time, which will require for a period of 2 years
from the time this act goes into effect that the Federal
Government will make this contribution of $15 without
regard to any action on the part of the States.

Mr. BORAH. Let us not confine it to $15. That is just
slow death.

Mr. RUSSELL. I shall be glad in joining the Senator
from Idaho in making it a larger sum, but I should ke to
have something done so that the people will not starve when
the State is powerless to help them. I should like to have
contributed to my State as much as the amount of relief
contributed by the Federal Government o the other States.

Mr. WAGNER. I wonder if the Senator is not referring to
the Governor of his State, who has been criticizing whatever
appropriations we have made here to help the unfortunate in
his State.

Mr, RUSSELL. The views of the Governor of the State
on old-age pensions does not reflect the views of the people
of the State.

Mr. WAGNER. I am glad to hear the Senator say that.

Mr. RUSSELL. As a matter of fact, at its last session the
general assembly voted for a constitutional amendment pro-
viding for old-age pensions. The bill passed the house of
representatives by a vote of 165 to 1. The bill also passed
through the senate with the required two-thirds majority.
The Governor undertook to veto the proposed constitutional
amendment. That will have to be fought out in the State
courts to see if the matter is to be submitted to the people
at the next election. Regardless of the outcome of the mat-
ter, the people of the State could not avail themselves of the
benefit of this measure before 1937, following the election of
1936, when the legislature meets again.

Mr. BORAH. I am not interested in local politics in this
situation.

Mr, RUSSELL. Neither am I interested in local politics,
and I did not inject that question, but I am tremendously
interested in seeing that the aged and afllicted and those
Dowerless to assist themselves in my State are given the same
benefits and advantages as are accorded the people of other
States under the terms of this bill. They should not be
Penalized, Because of the constitutional inhibition, the
State is powerless, and had it not been for constitutional pro-
Visions the general assembly might have passed the bill over
the veto of the Governor, but it was necessary to amend the
:;)!:issitutlon. The legislature did all that was in their power

Mr. BORAH. The question of centralization of power
does not arise, because there is just as much centralization
of power in contributing $15 as there is in contributing $30.
We have undertaken to do that; that is now in the bill. 8o
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the only question here for discussion {s whether we are tak-
ing care of the situation in dollars and cents. There is no
question of constitutional authority so far as this particular
point is concerned, because that is covered by the fact that
we have alrcady provided for $15; and the question that I am
now raising is, assuming that we are going to help, assuming
that the National Government i{s going to take part in this
matter, and assuming that the National Government is

geing to assist the States, the question is, Are we going to

assist them sufficiently to enable the old people to live?
That is the only question here. I do.not think it takes care
of them. I ask the able Senator from New York and the
able Senator from Mississippi, who {s in charge of this bill,
and other Senators, who, as I know, are in full sympathy
with this proposition, Are we goingz to be satisfied to allow
only $15 a month, with the uncertainty as to whether the
States will put up anything, and, therefore, have nothing
come of it, or are we going to make a provision which will
guarantee these old people at least a sufficlent amount to
keep them from actually dying of starvation or neglect?

Mr. WAGNER. I may say to the Senator that he is not
accurate in saying that the States will not make any con-
tributions, and that therefore the old people will receive
nothing. As I tried to emphasize previously, there are 33
States that are already contributing.

Mr. BORAH. I am referring to the States that donot. In
those 15 States we will have no help for them whatever.

Mr. WAGNER. 1 will repeat what I have heretofore sald,
that I made inquiry as to all that, and I ascertained that in
all the States during this emergency period the Federal
Government has been granting relief to take care of old peo-
ple. How much they are receiving I am not able to say, but
the Federal Government has not abandoned them entirely,
even in those cases where the State has been unable to do
anything at all,

Mr. BORAH. I am advised that the Federal Government
has notified the local authorities that they must take care of
a certain class of people, including the old people, and that,
under the program which has been worked out during the
last few months, these people are now dependent upon the
States, and they are going back to the county farm or to the
poorhouse and to similar places in order that they may be
taken care of.

If these were normal times, and if the States were In a
normal condition, if they were in a position to raise the
money, I would feel entirely different about it; I would feel
that they ought to do it; but when we ourselves are con-
tributing for such things as educational purposes, stum clear-
ance, and so forth, that I know the States are not in a
position to do their local work. We have already crossed
that bridge; we have already passed over the proposition
that we are going to help them. Now the question is, Are
we going to help them sufficiently?

Mr. LONG. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Idaho yield to the Senator from Louisiana?

Mr. BORAH. I yield the floor.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I desire to offer the amend-
ment which I sent to the desk earlier today, and I ask the
clerk to read it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be
stated.

The Crxer CLErRK. It is proposed by Mr. LoxnG to amend
the bill as follows:

First. On page 2, lines 3 and 4, after the word * assist-
ance ”, strike out the comma and the following words: “as
far as practicabfe under the conditions in such State.”

Second. On page 2, line 4, strike out the word * needy.”

Third. On page 2, line 7, strike out the figures “ $49,750,-
000 ", and insert in lieu thereof the figures “ $3,600,000,000.”

Fourth. Beginning with line 15 on page 2, strike out all
the balance of page 2, and all of pages 3, 4, 5, and 6, down to
and including line 14 on page 7, and insert in lieu thereof
the following:

8gc. 3. From the sums appropriated therefor the Secretary of
the Treasury shall pay to each State for ecach quarter, beginning
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with the quarter commencing July 1, 1935, such proportion of the
amount appropriated as the number of persons over the age of
60 in such State shall be to the total number of persons over the
age of 60 fn the United States, to be calculated according to the
latest officlal reports of the United States census. That the same
shall be remitted to each State solely on condition that it make
due and legal provistion to pay the same in equal sums to all
persons in the said State who are over 60 years of age and
whose net income during the preceding 12 months was less than
8500, or whose ownership and possessiton of property is of a value
less than $3,000; and nothing hereby provided shall prevent any
State or subdivision thereof from providing additional pension
tg any person from the revenues of such State or subdiviston
thereof.

Seventh. On page 16, beginning with line 16, strike out
down to and ineluding line 21 and insert in lieu thereof the
following:

Sec. 301, For the purpose of enabling each State to furnish
financial assistance to persons who are unemployed and who re-
ceive no berefits under title I of this bill, there is hereby au-
thorized to be appropriated, for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1936, the sum of 81,000,000,000, and for each fiscal year thereafter
the sum of $1,000,000,000 to be used as heretnafter provided.

Eighth. On page 17, beginning with line 9, strike out the
following:
The Board shall not certify for payment under this section in

any fiscal year a total amount in excess of the amount appropri-
ated therefor for such fiscal year.

Ninth. On page 19, line 24, after the word “ State ”, change
the period fo a semicolon and add the following:

Provided, That the satd State agency shall have right to contest
any and all findings of such Board in a suit filed in a United
States district court in the said State.

Tenth. On page 20, line 11, strike out the figures * $24,-
750,000 ” and insert in lieu thereof * $1,000,000,000.”

Eleventh. On page 20, line 13, strike out the words “ a sum
sufficient ” and insert in lieu thereof the words “ an equal
sum.”

Twelfth. On page 21, line 6, after the word “ agency”,
strike out the semicolon and insert the following: “ with
right to appeal to the courts of the State;"”.

Thirteenth. On page 21, line 22, beginning with the figure
“(1)", strike out the figure ““(1)”, and all of line 23 and
24, and lines 1, 2, and 3 on page 22.

Fourteenth. On page 22, line 10, strike out the word “ one-
third ” and insert in lieu thereof the word “ three-fourths.”

Fifteenth. On page 23, line 5, strike out the word * two-
thirds ” and insert in lieu thereof the word ‘ one-fourth.”

Sixteenth. On page 24, line 25, after the word “ State”,
change the period to a semicolon and insert the following:
“ the said State agency shall have the right to contest in a
district court of the United States the action of the said
Secretary of Labor to be filed in such court in the State
wherein said State board may be domiciled.”

Seventeenth. Beginning on. page 44, strike out all of title
VIII, and insert in lieu thereof the following:

Trrre VIII. REVENUES FOR PURPOSES HEREIN PROVIDED

SecrioN 1. In addition to other taxes levied and collected there
shall be annually levied, collected, and pald upon the wealth or
property owned by every individual a tax thereon in accordance
with the following provisions, viz:

(a) One percent on the value in excess of 81,000,000 and up to
and including $2,000,000.

(b) Two percent on the value In excess of $2,000,000 and up to
and including $3,000,000.

(c) Four percent on the value in excess of 83,000,000 and up
to and including $4,000,000.

(d) Eight percent on the value i{n excess of $4,000,000 ard up
to and including 85,000,000.

(e) Sixteen percent on the value in excess of 85,000,000 and up
to and including $6,000,000.

(f) Thirty-two percent on the value in excess of $6,000,000 and
up to and including $7,000,000.

(g) Sixty-four percent on the value in excess of 87,000,000 and
up to end including $8,000,000.

(h) Nipety-nine percent on the value In excess of $8,0€0,000.

Sec. 2. The sajd taxes shall be levied and collected annually,
shall further allow to the taxpayer the opportunity to make pay-
ment of the same in cash or in kind, and the Treasury shall make
disposition and handle the same in a.cordance and subject to the
provisions contained in said title IX.

Sec. 3. Such sums as are collected hereby as are in excess of the
requirements under the provisions of thils act shall be used for
the other lawful purposes of government, to include future legisla-
tion of Congress to provide the families of the United States with
reasonable homesteads and the comforts thereof.
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Eighteenth. Beginning on page 52, line 8, strike out al
of title IX.
FORCE OR LAW BRING ABOUT REDISTRIBUTION OF WEALTH

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair is not certain
whether the Senator from Louisiana is in order in speaking
on his amendment or amendments for the reason that under
the agreement to consider committee amendments first, title
XI, which is the committee amendment, has not yet been
disposed of. The Chair wonders what the Senator from Mis-
sissippi desires to do in that connection?

Mr. HARRISON. I have no objection to considering the
amendments as a whole so we may get them out of the way.
I ask unanimous consent that they may be considered en
bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Lou-
isiana desire to have his amendments considered en bloc?

Mr. LONG. 1 would.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered.

Mr. BORAH. Does considering them as a whole, or en
bloc, mean that the amendments are not subject to amend-
ment?

Mr. LONG. They are subject to amendment, of course;
but it means they will all be considered as one amendment,
As a matter of fact, it is the same principle throughout.

Mr. President, I shall show that what is proposed by the
present bill is an impossibility, impossibie in any respect
either on the law or on the facts. I shall show that what I
am proposing is feasible, practicable, constitutional, and
workable.

In the first place, the Senator from Idaho [Mr. BoraRr)
made a statement to which I wish to refer for just a mo-
ment. If we are going to provide an old-age pension, then
let us provide a sum sufficient to pay old-age pensions. I
do not agree that the pension should start at age 65, nor
was that the position of the President of the United States.
He thought it ought to begin at 60, and everyone else I ever
heard of has always stated 60 years would be the age at
which to start payment of a pension. I never heard of it
being placed at 65 years of age until the bill came before us.

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President—-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Louisiana yield to the Senator from New York?

Mr. LONG. I yield.

Mr. WAGNER. Most of the State laws which I have ex-
amined provide for a pension beginning at the age of 70.

Mr. LONG. I have tried to explain to my friend from
New York that while they may be called “ pension ” laws, yet
they are *“ pauper ” laws.

Mr. WAGNER. The States do not agree with the Sen-
ator.

Mr. LONG. But the dictionary does. I hate to refer to
any man as a pauper, but the facts are, if I may be per-
mitted to have the attention of Senators, that if we have a
law which requires a man to prove himself to be destitute
and needy before he can get any allowance, we compel him
to admit or, indeed, to claim that he is a pauper. It is not
a pension law. We pension the judges of the courts for the
services which they previously rendered, whether they have
any money or not. We pension soldiers of the Spanish-
American and Civil Wars whether they have any money o
not. That is a pension. But when we provide by law that a
man must prove himself to be destitute or to be needy before
he can get any money, and only that man is permitted to gt
any money under the law, then it becomes only a pauper law.

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield fur-
ther?

Mr. LONG. 1 yleld.

Mr. WAGNER. I am anxious to understand clearly the
Senator’s amendment. The Senator would take those over
60 years of age——

Mr. LONG. No. If the Senator will listen he will get it
all straight in & minute. The Senator from New York will
not listen to me as long as I have listened to him if he listens
to everything I say. I am satisfled, too, that he will not get
as much good as I do.
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Mr. President, there are 10,335,120 persons over the age
of 60 in the United States. I need only refer to Government
compilations and the statement of the Senator from New
vork. ©Of this pumber there are 96 percent whose earning
capacity is below that which enables them to live on a nor-
mal-subsistence basis. In cther words, 96 percent of our
entire population earn less than a subsistence wage of this
kind. That is one thing on which we agree. I shall give
the Scnator better figures than that. I shall give
some figures which have been published by life-insurance
companies. The only thing I have now are some figures
which I clipped out of an insurance publication. This reads:

Wwhat happens to the average man of 25 upon reaching the age
of 657 Only one will be weaithy.

we had considerable trouble locating this advertisement.
I thought I could get it by telephoning the insurance com-
panies, but I learned that they claimed they did not have it
or they had forgotten all about it. I am sure they were In
good faith. I located it because it had been recopied in a
well-known newspaper in this country. Then I telephoned
the insurance companies and they said they would be able to
send the entire statistics in a short time. I read this again:

Only one will be wealthy. Four wili be well to do and able to
enjoy comfort and recreation. Five will be working for a living
with no prospect of relief from drudgery. Thirty-five will have
died. in many cases leaving a family in need of some assistance.
Fifty-five will be dependent upon friends or relatives for charity.

Of all those about 65 or 70 years of age who are left alive,
55 will be dependent upon charity., This was a statistical
compilation made during pretty good times. The condition
is much worse now, because our own data show it is
somewhere around 96 percent of our people who are earning
below a subsisting living.

I1? we are going to pay a pension that Is going to amount
to anything, certainly we ought not to begin a pension too
far away from the average unemployable age. Fifty years
of age is almost an unemployable age, except for men of
talent and skill, and I do not mean manual skill. Sixty
years of age at the very worst is the furthest age at which
we should consider awarding a pension. I am going to
argue this on the basis of 60 years of age, and then I am
going to argue it on the basis of 65 years of age, and I shall
show how impossible the whole scheme is on the basis of
either 60 or 65 years of age.

Let us, for the purpose of argument, not count the 385,000,
because most of them are dead by now, having gone through
some of the years 1933 or 1934 or a part of 1935. Thus
there would be 10,000,000 people drawing $49,000,000 a year
out of the Federal Treasury. Deducting one-third—which
is more than the census shows and which is more than the
life-insurance companies show-—deducting from the 10,000,
000 people one-third, who are either wealthy or able to take
care of themselves, would mean that $49,000,000 a year, or
$4.000,000 a month, would pay those left about 56 cents
ber month apiece.

If the entire $49,000,000 which is covered in the bill is
going to those found to be needy by the statistics of the
Government and by the statistics 2f private people and by
the statistics of the life-insurance companies, we would pay
them about 56 cents per month out of the United States

€asury if we gave a so-called * pension” to everybody
%ho is 60 years of age or over. Of course, it might be $1
it We raised it to 65 years of age; it might be $2 if we raised
yem 70 years of age; it might be $3 If we raised it to 75
taar's of age, or $4 if we raised it to 85 years of age. I am

nﬂng_ about an age when a pension should start. I shall
:{i‘l’l"‘; in a moment that raising it to 65 years of age would
€ave an impossible situation under tne bill.

Th_ere is only one way we are going to be able to pay a
ginsmn. We cannot pay it from ordinary sources of taxa-
siog The United States Government cannot support a pen-
. law from the ordinary cources of taxation which now
em‘;:ll- It is impossible to do it. The United States Gov-
or €nt cannot today pay its own costs of operation from

esent resources, to say nothing of the bonds which it has
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accumulated for payment in the future. The United States
Government cannot support any kind of worth-while pen-
sion project unless there is revenue to be raised from
some source not yet tapped, and a material source at that.
I have advocated raising income taxes, but that will not
bring in so much more; in fact, really not near encugh when
compared to what will be needed.

We have only one process by which we can raise a suffl-
cient amount of money to support a pension plan, a pension
plan that is worth anything to the country, and that is by a
capital-levy tax.

So, therefore, I have proposed a substitute in these words:
Instead of paying 60 cents a month, as the payment would
be, to everybody 60 years of age and over who needs a pen-
sion, I propose to pay around $30 to $35 a month to those
who should have a pension. Instead of requiring a State to
put up $15 a month, I propose that the Federal Government
shall pay from $30 to $35 a month. If a State government
is not able to put up anything, that will not deprive a man
or woman of getting his pension; and if a State government
is able to put up an adequate amount, the State, if it can
do s0, may augment the Federal contribution and give more
than $30 to $35 a month pension to people more than 60
years of age.

As an example, I state as a conservative statement that
more than one-half the States in the Union have proved
that they cannot pay any substantial sum whatever as a
pension. Why? Because they are having to rely upon the
gratuity of the Federal Government to keep their schools
open. They are having to rely upon the Federal Treasury
for unemployment relief. They are having to rely upon the
Federal Treasury for the most ordinary kind of revenue to
support the State government. Talk about making the State
treasury match the contribution of the Federal Treasury in
order to get relief! We might as well say that they have to
discontinue caring for the blind, the deaf, the dumb, the in-
sane, the crippled, and those who are in the public hospitals.
School facilities and things of that kind would have to be
curbed if that were done, because there is practically no
State in America which is operating within its budget at the
present time.

Therefore, if we say to a State, “ We are willing to give
you Federal help for an old-age pension provided you match
that help ”, we are the same as saying to the State, “ You
have either a physical impossibility in one direction or an im-
practicability in another direction, because you have to cur-
tail some of the expenditures you are now making in order
that you may match the Federal funds.”

I doubt if any of the Western States, probably outside of
California, could make this payment. I doubt if any of the
Southern States could make this payment if there is a rea-
sonable pension paid. My State, the State of Louisiana, is
in a little bit better shape than the average Southern State,
as I said the other day, because of natural resources which
we have. We have there, as is well Xnown, probably the
world’s greatest supply of sulphur and salt. We likewise have
oil and gas deposits, and various and sundry ores that are
found in our State, which make it possible for Louisiana to
bear burdens which other States cannot bear. But if the
State of Louisiana today were called upon, according to the
life-insurance companies’ statistics, to put up $15 a month
for every man over 60 years of age who, by the records we
now have, is shown to be dependent on charity for support,
the State of Louisiana would have to give more money than
its entire taxing resources amount to at the preseant time.,
We should have to double the present taxes in the State of
Louisiana if we were to pay $15 a month to every man who is
over 60 years of age, who is to some extent dependent upon
charity for a living, either of outsiders or of his own imme-
diate relatives. 1f we were to undertake to take care of the
whole of that class of people at $15 a month, the State of
Louisiana would have to double its taxing resources in order
to pay the amount that would be required, and it is not pos-
sible for that State to do it; and if it is not possible for that
State to do it, then I know it is not possible for any other
Southern State to do it
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Mr. President, I desire to make this further correction in
the bill: I wish to speak of the unemployment feature, and
ask the Senate to consider what I am saying as a whole.

In the unemployment feature there is donated a sum of
about $24,000,000, perhaps $40,000,000—I do not state what
the figures are; I could run through the bill and get them—
but, at any rate, there {s some small sum appropriated by
the Federal Government for unemployment relief. Why,
Mr. President, if this is going to be an unemployment bill
at all, what good is it going to do to appropriate $49,000,-
000 to take care of unemployment when we are already
appropriating £5,000,000,000 to take care of unemployment
for the year 1935 and 19367 If we are having to appropri-
ate a billion, two billion, three billion, four billion, up to
five billion, and perhaps $6,000,000,000 for the purpose
of taking care of unemployment in the year 1935 and pait
of the year 1936, what assurance have we that forty-nine
or fifty million dollars or $24,000,000 is going to be sufficient
for that purpose in 1936?

I proposc that the States shall not have to match that
money. We propose in the bill which has been submitted
by the Finance Committee, known as the ‘ administration
bill ?, that a State shall get Federal unemployment money
provided the State matches it dollar for dollar. The State
cannot match it dollar for dollar now. The State never
will be able to match it dollar for dollar. The State has not
the taxing resources upon which it can depend to raise any
such amount of money as that. Therefore, unemployment
relief must of necessity be enjoyed, so far as concerns the
assistance of the Government, by a relatively small number
of the people who are entitled to it.

The next amendment which I propose is one which would
take out of the hands of Federal bureaus the power arbi-
trarily and for their own, purposes to cut off a State from
old-age pension relief, or from unemployment relief, or
from dependent-children aid and relief. By the bill which
is now presented here, whenever the Federal bureau set-
up here in Washington find in their minds sufficient reason
as to why a State should not be allowed to have any more
pension aid, or any more unemployment aid, or any other
aid of that kind or character, all they have to do is to
notify the State that they consider that it has breached
one of the rules of the bureau or one of the laws of Con-
gress, and thereupon, ipso facto, they cut them off the list
and decline to send them any money at all.

As the bill is now prescnted to the Senate, that leaves
it within the sole jurisdiction of that particular bureau to
do whatever it wishes to do. I add to this provisiun a
further clause that whenever any board handling unem-
ployment-relief funds, handling dependent-aid-for-children
funds, or handling old-age-pension funds decided that a
State ought to be cut off from any further relief the State
shall have a right to take the case into court, and if the
board is acting arbitrarily or unreasonably or without right,
the State shall have a right to contest and annual the sus-
per~ion order which prevents the State from having the
relief.

Gentlemen of the Senate, that is not an unreasonable
thing. That is a very much needed thing. Regardless of
whether the Democratic Party or the Republican Party is in
power, the time will come, as it always has come, when arbi-
trary actions and arbitrary orders of boards and bureaus and
commissions and bureaucrats will have to be suspended by
lawful processes of the courts. Otherwise we shall have an
arbitrary rule which will become the standard, instead of a
judicial and a righteous and a justifiable rule.

I now come to page 44 of the bill. I propose to strike out
titles VIII and IX. Titles VIII and IX of the bill prescribe
the revenue which is to be raised in order to carry out unem-
ployment relief. I desire to refer to those provisions briefly.

I turn over to page 44 of the bill, and I find that a very
unusuzal set of taxes is proposed.

The bill proposes to tax those who are employed, and also,
in addition to the other provisions that require the State to
levy taxes, provides for the levying of certain taxes by the
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Federal Government. Bear in mind that in order for the
State government to contribute its part to this Federal relieg
program, the State government has to levy a tax for every
one of these things. The State has to find some new sort of
a State tax, because there is no State today which has the
revenues that would be required to carry out the purposes of
this bill any more than those purposes are now being carrieq
out by the States. The State will have to raise additiona}
revenue. Thcerefore there are two forms of taxes. First, the
State must provide a tax for all that is in addition to what
it is now raising in the few States that now make provision
for paupers. I mean by that, today I understand the States
are raising $49,000,000.

If they provide any more money than $49,000,000—which,
as I have previously proved, is an infinitesimal surn—if they
provide any money at all for unemployment, if they provide
for dependent aid for children, or any of these things for
which provision is made, the States will have to levy a tax
with which to do it. The State of Louisiana must levy g
tax; the State of Arkansas must levy a tax; the State of
Mississippi must levy a tax; the State of South Caroling
must levy a tax; the State of North Carolina must levy g
tax; the State of Iowa must levy a tax. Every one of the
48 States of the American Union will have to levy a tax
inside its borders in order to make the necessary contribu-
tion to the Federal relief program in order to get any money
at all out of the Federal plan.

If the States are not only unable to levy any taxes for
that purpose but if they are not even able to levy enough
taxes to support their schools, if they are not able to levy
enough taxes to support their hospitals, if they are not now
able to levy enough taxes to take care of their own domestic
affairs as they are now being handled, and if every one of
the States, or nearly every one of them, is living at a rate
that does not even provide for a balanced budget—if all of
the States are piling up deficit after deficit at the present
time in caring for things now committed to them, how can
we expect the States of the American Union to levy any
more taxes, and upon whom are they to levy these taxes?

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President—-—-

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SCHWELLENBACH in the
chair). Does the Senator from Loulsiana yjeld to the Sen-
ator from Maryland? .

Mr. LONG. 1 yield.

Mr. TYDINGS. I should like to ask this of the Senator
from Louisiana; what will be the annual cost of administer-
ing this fund under the Senator’s plan?

Mr. LONG. The whole plan?

Mr. TYDINGS. Yes; how many billions a year would
it cost?

Mr. LONG. Somewhere near six billion.

Mr. TYDINGS. Six billion a year?

Mr. LONG. Yes.

Mr. TYDINGS. That would be in addition, of course,
to the regular expenses of the Government as we now have
them?

Mr. LONG. No; I would judge this would eliminate about
all of the present relief expenditures.

Mr. TYDINGS. I do not include the emergency funds.
So that we would need, in round numbers, from nine to ten
billion dollars a year upon which to operate the Federal
Government in order to carry out the Senator’s plan?

Mr. LONG. Yes.

Mr. TYDINGS. As I understand it—and I recite my
figures from memory—the national income is around fifty or
sixty billion dollars a year.

Mr. LONG. It was forty-two billion last year.

Mr. TYDINGS. From the forest, the factory, the mine,
and the farm. That means, then, that the Federal Govern-
ment alone would take the equivalent of one-fifth, or 20
percent, of all the earnings of everybody in the country
spreading it pro rata first of all, for the purpose of the
illustration. Is that correct?

Mr. LONG. It would be as much as that; but it does
not take the earnings, of course.
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Mr. TYDINGS. I understand. The Senator’s plan 1s,
nstead of raising the money in the present manner, to raise
it by inheritance taxes or by a capital levy?

Mr. LONG. A capital levy.

Mr. TYDINGS. What I am interested in at this point is
ascertaining whether the Senator has figures to show how
1ong it would be if we make a capital levy, and then another
year made a capital levy, and then another year make an-
other capital levy before the fortunes in the higher brackets,
which, under the impulse of the plan as originally put out,
would pay a considerable amount, would be diminished.

Mr. LONG. They would be diminished.

Mr. TYDINGS. At what point would the larger fortunes
of the country be stabilized?

Mr, LONG. I should say in about 8 years.

Mr. TYDINGS. What would be the maximum amount of
money any person would be able to have, under the Senator’s
plan?

Mr. LONG. About two and a half million dollars.

Mr. TYDINGS. After we get down to two and & half
millions, which is the outside amount any one individual
might have——

Mr. LONG. After about 8 years, I should say.

Mr. TYDINGS. What amount of taxes would have to be
levied on the two and a half million in order to raise the
nine to ten billion dollars a year necessary to operate the
Federal Government?

Mr. LONG. In the words of the Lord, we woul

to raise any.

Mr. TYDINGS. I can see how the Senator’s plan would
work the first 2 or 3 years; he has already anticipated my
question by agreeing that the larger fortunes would be
diminished.

Mr. LONG. That is right.

Mr. TYDINGS. Now I am trying to find out how the plan
would work after the larger fortunes had been diminished.

Mr. LONG. I shall be glad to come to that now. I had
intended to come to it later, but since the Senator has raised
the question, I will explain it right now.

Mr, TYDINGS. I do not wish to interrupt the Sena-
tor——

Mr. LONG. 1T shall be glad to explain it right now.

Mr. TYDINGS. The question arose in my mind from the
fact that I do not see how some of the States, as the Sena-
tor himself has pointed out, can raise the sums of money
necessary to make the proposed plan effective.

Mr. LONG. They cannot.

Mr, TYDINGS. In many of the States already the Fed-
¢ral Government is really carrying a large part of the load.
If the States cannot match the plan, and the plan of the
Senator is not feasible for one reason or another, it strikes
me that if the proposed act is to have real effect some means
of raising the money will have to be found other than taxing
the States to put up 50 percent.

Mr. LONG. The Senator is right, and I think I can ex-
Plain to the Senator very readily the answer to the question
he hag asked.

. Mr. TYDINGS. Does the Senator mind my asking

Uother question, rather than wait for an answer?
uohir- LONG. I am glad to have the Senator ask his ques-
wg‘g- TYDINGS. Perhaps the Senator can develop the

tag e thing at one time. How many people in the United
r €s would have two and a half million dollars’ warth of

OPerty after the Senator's plan had been in effect 10 years,

Dear as he can estimate?

Mr. LONG. There would be a much larger number of

but ?Dau‘es than at the present time. This is only a guess,
I should say there would be four times the number of
Onaires there are now.

le x‘ 'I'YDINGS.. The Senator feels that through a capital

doj and expenditures of the money the opportunities for

g business would be increased?

Mr. LONG. There is no quesiion about that.

Mr. TYDINGS. So that more people would earn more
money and less people would earn less money?

Mr. LONG. The figures show that.

Mr. TYDINGS. Has the Senator any illustration in his-
tory where this has been done successfully?

Mr. LONG. I have the illustration of a few years back
in the United States, when we had a little bit less cen-
tralization of wealth, and our national income was around
$95,000,000,000. I have the national surveys conducted
under the foint authority of the F. E. R. A. and the housing
authorities, which show that there actually was an income
of $4,317 average per family available.

Mr. TYDINGS. Let me ask the Senator this question,
and I am not taking issue with him. I am trying to develop
his thought, because he has spoken of this several times——

Mr. LONG. Several hundred times.

Mr. TYDINGS. And this question has always been In
my mind. Suppose the Senator were wrong in assuming
that more people would have $2,500,000 than he supposes
would have that sum. Where would we get the revenue in
case his calculation miscarried, to carry on this plan, after
the capital levy had mowed down the larger fortunes?

Mr. LONG. I am coming to all that.

Mr. TYDINGS. Let me say, in connection with this, that
the Senator must realize that the $3,500,000,000 of normal
expenditures which we now have to meet are predicated
largely upon incomes derived on the larger fortunes.

Mr, LONG. That is right.

Afr TUDTNCOQ €n that if wa dectrav tha larver fartiinae
GesuT or

Mr, TYDINGS. ©5c¢ thal il we oy inhe larger :

we destroy also the incomes from those fortunes, and there-
fore we would have to carry the income brackets down to
the man with less income in order to make up for the losses
on the man with more income.

Mr. LONG. That would be very fine.

Mr. TYDINGS. So that the man of moderate means
would have to pay more inc